PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

June 9, 1999

CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Maks cdled the meeting to order a 7:03
p.m. in the Beaverton City Hal Council Chambers a
4755 SW Griffith Drive,

ROLL CALL: Present were Charman Dan Maks, Planning

Commissoners Charles Heckman, Eric Johansen,
Sharon Dunham, and Vlad Voytilla Tom Wolch arrived
at 7:10 p.m. Don Kirby was excused.

Staff was represented by Policy Manager Alwin Turid,
Asocigte Planner Veronica Smith, Assstant Planner
Colin Cooper, City Transportation Engineer Randy
Wooley, Associate Planner Margaret Middleton,
Assgant City Attorney Ted Naemura, and Recording
Secretary Gerry Bowles.

OLD BUSINESS

Continuance

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Chairman Maks opened the public hearing and read the format for the meeting. There
were no disqudifications of Planning Commission members. No one in the audience
challenged the right of any Commissioner to hear any of the agendaiitems.

A. CPA 99002/RZ 990002 - BEAVER CREEK APARTMENTS

(Continued from March 31, 1999)

This proposdl is to reassgn the County Residentia-25 units per acre (R-25) designation
to City Centrd Business Digtrict Comprehensive Plan Map designation and City Regiond
Center-Trangit Oriented (RC-TO) Zoning Didrict. ThisSte islocated dong the south sde
of Center Street and east of Lombard Avenue. The dte is within the County R25
designation and is approximately 4.3 acres in size. Tax Lots 200 and 300; Magp 1S1-
10CC.

Ms. Smith reviewed the staff report and memorandum, correcting “Regiond Center
Transt Orientated” to read “Regiona Center Trangt Oriented”. The proposa mests the
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intent of Metro's Urban Growth Management Functiond Plan, Title 1 Design Type
Regiond Center. The criteriais found on Exhibit B and the map is contained in Appendix
B.

There was no public testimony. The public portion of the hearing was closed.

Commissioner Heckman noted that this is a housekeeping item. There were no additiona
comments from other Commissioners.

Commissioner Wolch arrived at the meeting at thistime.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a motion
for approva of CPA 99002 Beaver Creek Apartments to the designation of Central
Beaverton Didrict based upon the facts and findings contained in the staff report dated
March 3L, 1999, as shown on the corresponding map in Appendix B attached to the
same staff report. Approva of CPA 99002 shall become effective at such time as the text
amendment cregting the Regiond Center — Trangt Oriented Didlrict is in effect. The
question was called and the motion CARRIED 5-1: Maks, Johansen, Dunham, Heckman,
and Voytillavoting AY E; Wolch abgtaining.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a motion
for approva of RZ 990002 Beaver Creek Apartments to the designation of Regiond
Center — Trangt Oriented based on the facts and findings contained in the staff report
dated March 31, 1999, as shown on the corresponding map in Appendix B of the same
saff report. Approva of RZ 990002 shall become effective at such time as the Zoning
Map Amendment creating the Regiond Center — Trangt Oriented is in effect. The
question was called and the motion CARRIED 5-1: Maks, Johansen, Dunham, Heckman,
and Voytillavating AY E; Wolch abgtaining.

NEW BUSINESS

A.

SV 980001 — FIRST BAPTIST STREET VACATION

Request to vacate a public right-of-way between properties owned by the First Baptist
Church of Beaverton at 5755 SW Erickson Avenue. The applicant requests to vacate the
unnamed roadway of approximately 540 lined feet by awidth of 25 feet. The Steiswithin
the R7 zone. The ste is located on the west sde of SW Erickson, north of SW Allen
Boulevard, and south of SW Berthold, and is approximately 4.03 acresin size. Map 1S1-
16DC; Tax Lots 4700, 4800, and 4803.

All the Commissioners indicated they had visited the site.

Mr. Cooper presented the staff report. He reviewed the criteria and noted that staff finds
that the proposed vacation of the public right-of-way is not in the public’s best interest.
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Chairman Maks said he was surprised to see information included in the staff report with
regard to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Mr. Cooper responded that the applicant’s
representative had interwoven language that they used in an gpplication for a Conditiona

Use Permit that has been applied for. The applicant beieves that the CUP may play arole
in persuading the Commission that the street vacation isin the public's best interest.  Staff
has not addressed the CUP with respect to this application. Chairman Maks expressed
that a CUP, or any portion of such an gpplication, is not before the Commission at this
timefor review.

Commissioner Heckman asked Mr. Cooper how the City would obtain the right-of-way
to connect this “paper” street to Bonnie Brae. Mr. Cooper said the right-of-way would
be obtained either through an exaction based on the possible development of the sSite to
the west and/or the actua City purchase of the land. Commissioner Heckman noted that
the staff report states that because of the dimensions, it exceeds the Metro requirement
for street connectivity. It also states that thisis the only possible street. He asked if anyone
consgdered whether Larson Street could be utilized ingtead of the right-of-way under
discusson. Mr. Cooper said staff did consder this option. The dimengon of the block
length would be in conflict is actualy the City’s current Development Code. In addition, it
would be in conflict with Metro’s Title 6. With consideration of Larson Street, there isa
multi-family complex a the western terminus of Larson and it does not appear that the
likelihood of redevelopment of that Site would dlow that opportunity for a connection
between Larson and Bonnie Brae to occur. Commissoner Heckman questioned a
possble timeframe in which the right-of-way connectivity to Bonnie Brae might take
place. Mr. Cooper said no discussion has taken place. It may possibly be along time.

Commissioner Wolch asked how much the staff recommendation for denia was weigh by
the City Comprehensve Plan versus Metro Title 6. Mr. Cooper said the decision was
primarily based on the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Commissioner Wolch confirmed that
the City is required to meet the Metro Title 6 criteria. Mr. Cooper noted that the Code
needs to address that within a certain period of time overal but it has not yet been fully
folded into the City Code. We are in the process of doing that as the City adopts certain
multiple use or regiond center zones. Chairman Maks added that any legidative changes
are now supposed to follow the Regiond Framework Plan a the present time. If thisis
currently identified as a possible future road connection on the City’s Comprehensve
Pan, in the TSP, or on the Street Connectivity Maps, and were to be changed, it would
be a legidative change and the City mugt follow the Regiond Framework Plan. Mr.
Cooper concurred noting that the proposed vacation must meet Metro’'s Title 6 now.

SPENCER VAIL, Planning Consultant, 4505 NE 24™ Avenue, Portland 97211, said
they have reviewed the gtaff report. He introduced the Pastor of the church, Norm
Langston, to discuss the history of the church and its contributions to the community.
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PASTOR NORM LANGSTON, 6855 SW Larkspur Place, Beaverton 97008, said the
church has existed since 1955 in Beaverton and has been in its current location since
1960. Erickson was the City limits a that time and that is how the right-of-way came
about. It was part of the negotiations to hook up to the sewer. At that time it was intended
to be a paralld street to Larson Street. In subsequent years, the church purchased all
properties on ether sde of the right-of-way. The church has been a service to the
community for along period of time. In the past when Good Neighbor Days was held at
Schiffler Park, the main parking during dl those years was on the church property.
Beyond that, the church has basicadly provided a parking lot closest to the play fields of
the park. They have been providing a vita service to the City park for a number of years
without requesting any reimbursement. Their buildings are overwhelmed with the amount
of activities they have. They have an addition to their congregation as well as the Korean
Bible Church and the Hispanic congregetion. They have various other community and
support groups that meet in the church fadilities. These are dl subgtantid services they
have provided to the community.

Mr. Val emphasized tha beyond the parking lot, the right-of-way is basicaly a paper
Sreet to the west property line. The church owns the property on both sides of the right-
of-way. The church is seeking to vacate the street in order to accomplish expangon of the
church facility. The paper street would create some design issues with regard to setback
requirements. They held a neighborhood meeting and obtained the reighbors support.
Nobody uses the stredt. It is not there for genera public use other than the portion that
enters the church parking lot. In the traffic report, they attempted to address the issue of
the practicaity of that street connecting to Bonnie Brae. The City staff does not know at
this time what right-of-way length they may want or when they may need it. It is desired
that this be a multi-modal type connection but someone will have to pay to improve the
dreet. The question remains as to who might benefit from such connection. The City will
not gain any additiond access to the park and the church will not benefit from having their
property divided by a street. The Staff report indicated that with the Street vacation, there
would be no posshility for a future street connection and there is a strong opportunity to
connect the right-of-way now. He disagrees with this in that the church does not need the
dreet dividing its Ste in hdf. If the church were to relocate, this is a four-acre Site that is
zoned residentiad. Development of a subdivison would provide the opportunity to connect
the dtreet, placing lots on both sides of it. It would not make sense now to have the church
on one sde of the road and the playground on the other side. The traffic engineer’s
andyds is if the dreet goes in, it will not serve any great public benefit. Public benefit
would be derived from vacating the street and alowing the gpplicant to return with a
development plan to be considered on its own merit. This would give them design latitude
to not have to consider setbacks to sireet. At the time an expansion of the church was
approved in 1980, there was no requirement for the church to dedicate additiona
property. Since that time, the City has acquired property thet fronts on Bonnie Brae to
provide a connection to Schiffler Park that provides some additiond parking that was not
there when the church was first expanded and the Streets were there. There is more
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opportunity to gain access to Schiffler Park than there was in the past as a result of this
dreet. Mr. Vail discussed the grade difference between Schiffler Park and the
playground, particularly in the northwest corner. That grade difference would have to be
overcome as a result of a street expanson. The street would serve no benefit. The City
has adequate access to Schiffler Park. The church has in the past and will continue to
alow the public to useits parking lot for access to the park.

HOWARD STEIN, Stein Engineering, 8196 SW Hall Boulevard, Suite 308, Beaverton
97008, Traffic Engineer, dtated that it was evident that very few vehicles use the east/west
routes in this area. The areais built out and anyone wanting to use those routes are doing
so0 now. The vacation of this road is appropriate because it does not serve any purpose.
One of the main gods of the City with this right-of-way is to provide a multi-moda
environment and a street. This will be met. The parking lot is currently used to access the
park and the pedestrians are alowed to pass through the area. Even if Bonnie Brae did
extend through this site, there is no place for it to extend further to the east. Anyone who
wants to travel this route is dready doing so on Berthold or on Allen. There is no benefit
to the area by having this connection. In response to an ealier question from
Commissioner Heckman with regard to the timing, Mr. Berngein said the timing of the
improvement would very possbly be when every other improvement in the City is
completed and the City has money they wish to spend in some manner that will not redly
serve the public welfare.

Mr. Vail explained that he submitted information regarding a CUP only for the purpose of
indicating to the Commission that through that processiit is possible to add conditions that
would ensure that parking would remain and pedestriarvbicycle access would be alowed
through the Site as conditions of future approval. This would indicate that there are other
options to attain the objectives even if the street is vacated.

Pastor Langston cited a transportation objective in the staff report with regard to
maintaining the qudity of life of the area through proper location and desgn of
trangportation facilities. The qudity of life in the area, as judged by the neighborhood
association and the neighbors who signed their petition, as wel as the Tudatin Hills Park
and Recrestion Didtrict, would suggest that the qudity of life is best enhanced through the
Sreet vacation. Thereis a safety issue involved if the church property is divided by aroad
which would result in people having to park on one Sde of the Street and accessing the
church on the other side,

Commissioner Heckman asked who owns the lot west of the right of way. Mr. Vail sad
Mr. Skoro. Commissioner Heckman asked if it woud be possible to do an expansion
with the right-of-way in tact. Mr. Val sad no because it would present some design
problems. Chairman Maks asked aff if a church seeking a CUP to expand within a
resdentiad zone can apply under the PUD (Planned Unit Development) process. Mr.
Cooper said yes if they meet the Ste location criteriafor aPUD. Chairman Maks asked if
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this would dlow flexibility with regard to setbacks. Mr. Cooper responded that generdly
this gpplies to the interior of the property if there are multiple lots. The exterior property
lines would generdly be the setbacks applicable to the zone. Chairman Maks noted that
within a PUD, an gpplicant can request a reduction without a variance.

Commissioner Heckman questioned the bike lane shown on the map at the southern
property line. Mr. Vail sad this is property owned by the City acquired through some
prior land use action. He suspects that some time in the future it may be extended north to
the park. This property was acquired prior to the time the City acquired the direct access
from Bonnie Brae into the park. In response to a further question, Mr. Vail noted that if
Mr. Skoro had developed his property, it would have diminated the potentia for the
paper street to connect to Bonnie Brae.

Chairman Maks asked if the church has gone through any expansion since 1980 to which
Pastor Langston responded no. Chairman Maks questioned the number of parishioners,
noting that in 1980 the figure given for membership under the CUP was gpproximately
500 and it is now stated that there are gpproximately 900. Pastor Langston explained that
900 is the membership and 500 is the actud number in attendance. On a given Sunday,
there will be about 500 people attending a variety of church activities. Chairman Maks
noted that the congregation has grown subgtantidly. He asked if the parking overflows
into the street. Pastor Langston said it is not unusud for the parking to overflow onto the
Sreet on Sundays. Chairman Maks requested clarification of information contained in the
traffic analyss with regard to vehicular trips. Mr. Stein noted that the weekday trip count
of 25 does not apply to Wednesdays. Chairman Maks asked if there are any other
groups of the size that meets on Wednesdays. Pastor Langston answered that
Wednesdays and Sundays are their peak usage days. There are other community groups
that meet during the week but are not of any significant sze. Mr. Stein added that some of
the study groups meet a the members homes.

Commissioner Voytilla questioned the smdl gructure shown on the north sde of the
access. Mr. Vail sad it is parsonage for the Spanish pastor and his family. Commissioner
Voytilla asked if condderation was given to providing a road with curves that would
better be incorporated into the future expansion plans, noting that the road as currently
shown in very sraight. Mr. Vail said the street is dready there in agraight line. Thisis not
adedication or re-dedication proposd. The proposal Smply isto vacate this right-of-way.
After action is taken on this proposdl, they can proceed with their plans for a CUP for
expanson. They need to know that the dtreet is not there so they have some design
latitude. The City is interested in providing connectivity by or through the Ste for at least
pedestrian and bicycles a some time in the future. Commissoner Voytilla asked if they
had looked at other options other than street vacation. Mr. Vail said no. They had met
with the City in an attempt to link the street vacation and the CUP in order that the
Commission could see the effect of one decison on another. The gpplications origindly
darted out together but it was later deemed that the Street vacation would fal under the



Planning Commission Minutes June 9, 1999 Page 7

120-day rule. Commissoner Voytillaasked if there are any utilities located in this right- of-
way. Mr. Vall indicated no. Commissioner Voytillaasked Mr. Vall if he has any response
to the concerns raised in the Technical and Advisory notes. Mr. Vail expressed that staff’s
main charge is to review an gpplicaion in relation to existing polices and directives of the
decison-making body. He is asking that the Commission find some flexibility to make
some exceptions to the policy rather than adhering to a trict interpretation. Having visited
the gte, the Commissoners may find that dl the policies may not be applicable in this
Stuation, i.e. public need and public benefit, asking who will gain from a dreet in this
location. Mr. Stein added that no matter how the right-of-way extends to the west, the
maority of the parking for the church with the expanson will have to be located on the
other sde of the dreet. Mgor safety and quality of life concerns are driving this request
for astreet vacation.

Commissioner Wolch noted that one of the reasons for connectivity is for the purpose of
emergency response. In the Facilities Review, he noted that Tudatin Valey Fire Didrict
did not respond and asked if they have had any other communications in this regard. Mr.
Stein said he has not heard anything. There are multiple routes to get to this Site. If there
needs to be an emergency access through the site, this can be accommodated.

Chairman Maks asked if the mgor concern is the setbacks or public safety. Mr. Vail sad
it isa combination. The City has not said how much more right-of-way they want beyond
the 25 feet. The 25-feet is not adequate for a street standard and does not provide for
multi-moda trangportation. The lines that are aready there dictate setbacks. Pastor
Langston reiterated that both setbacks and public safety are sgnificant concerns to the
congregation. Long range development of the property is much more difficult to achieve
with the dredt, ether in its current state or improved. Either way, they are not able to
utilize the land. They are dso very concerned about safety. Putting in a Street near the
park will increase the hazard to children.

RECESS: 8:00 p.m.
RECONVENE: 8:08 p.m.

JERRY EAKER, EDA Architects, 17545 SW Rigert Road, Beaverton 97007, architect,
sad they origindly tried to bring forward both issues, the CUP and the street vacation at
the same time. Although the CUP cannot be addressed at this time, the topic of setbacks
has been brought up. He has designed over 400 churches and has found that invariably
more space is needed than what can be accommodated under the current scenario. It
would essentially become arailroad track running the depth of the property. This prompts
the basic issue for the need for the Street vacation. They need the entire piece of property
in order to develop for their needs now and in the future. The street vacetion itsdf would
not be as sgnificant if they were able to move it somewhere se on the site but whereiit is
located, it is a severe handicap. The dtreet vacation is needed in order to properly
accomplish what he has been asked to do.
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LARRY BROWN, 12850 Scout Drive, Beaverton 97008, said that for some people, this
is atechnica issue, but for him, it is a highly emotiona issue. He has been a member of
this church since 1964 and has seen the church struggle and grow and start missonsin
other communities that are now able to function independently. He remembers a time
when the Beaverton police were needed regularly in this neighborhood. It is now a rare
occurrence. If you were to talk to the Police Department about the influence of the First
Baptist Church on the community and on peopl€'s lives, you would understand their
desire to continue their development. The street vacation is absolutely essentid to that. It
isnot apolicy issue. It is an issue of influencing people’s lives and minigering. It is now
required that multiple groups meet off campus because of lack of space. They are not able
to minister as effectively when groups have to meet off campus. There is an dement of
human congderation in a dimenson of impact on the community that is not going to be
told by looking at setbacks and master plans. He asked that the Commissioners look
beyond the rules and regulations to determine what kind of community they want and ask
themsdves if this church is a condructive influence addressing the qudity of life in the
community or isaliability. Thet will provide good guidance on favoring the vacation of this
sreet and facilitate the church’s continued devel opment and growth.

Commissioner Heckman asked about the groups that must meet off dSte because there is
not adequate space. Mr. Brown said there are three different groups that meet off ste. He
asked that the Pastor address this issue further.

Rebuttd Tetimony

Pastor Langston said that about 40 college students and other students meet off dSte on
Sundays due to lack of available space at the church. There are currently five groups that
meet in the Worship Center between the two worship services. Commissioner Heckman
asked if it is necessary for any group to meet off Ste during the week because of lack of
space to which Pastor Langston responded no.

Mr. Vail asked that the Commission look at the dimensions of the property on the south.
They need the street vacation to provide the design options that are necessary.

Commissioner Johansen said one of the comments was that it is not so much the fact that
the road is there but rather where it is located. He asked gt&ff if the Commission has the
authority, under a CUP review, to require a street through the site. Mr. Cooper said the
dedication of right-of-way, in order to provide safe and efficient circulaion, can include
public right-of-way dedication. Full street dedication becomes more difficult under asingle
parce but it can be required.

Commissioner Voytilla asked gaff what the intended width of improvement would be if a
Street were to be placed and whether additiond right-of-way is necessary. Mr. Wooley
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said there are some options under the current Code for street widths. The most typica
would be the 28-foot wide street in a 46-foot right-of-way.

Commissoner Wolch asked if it is norma for the Tudatin Vdley Fire Department not to
comment on this type of proposa. Mr. Cooper said & this point, they are not actively
participating in the Facilities Review Committee process due to their saffing levels. The
lack of comment is not indicative of anything. Commissoner Voytilla asked if this dso
applies to the Police Department. Mr. Cooper said no. Staff actively seeks ther
comment; however, in this case no comment was received.

The public portion of the hearing was closed.

Commissioner Johansen commented that it is clear that the church is providing a good
sarvice, is a good neighbor, and the people fed strongly about the issue. With respect to
the direet vacation itsdlf, it strikes him that the benefits of a future connection are not red
srong. The area is dready largey developed. The levels of service a the nearby
intersections is better than mogt in the City. It does not appear that there will be much
additiond development in the vicinity of the church that would warrant a street connection
for the purpose of carrying traffic. There is the ahility, in a future development application,
to condition a connection to the west possibly in the form of a pedestrian/bicycle access.
The Commisson can aso address such a connection with regard to vehicular treffic. The
reasons not to support the gpplication are not rea persuasive to the public who have a
deep persond interest in the issue. These include the need for connectivity in the City.
Throughout the City, connections have not been made in some neighborhoods and as a
result, certain dreets that are connected must bear a disproportionate share of traffic
respongbility. The Planning Commission mug, at times, take alarger view of what isin the
overdl public good. Connectivity that would be provided by maintaining the Street is
something that the Planning Commission should congder. The Commisson mugt aso
consider the Development Code. The Code is developed for a reason. Connectivity is
important and the Commisson must be cognizant of what the Code requires. His is not
swayed by the fact that parking would be located across the street from the church. This
presently occurs in many parts of the City. Based on the information and testimony
presented, he does not fed there is sufficient reason to deny the gpplication, given the
limited benefits that are available.

Commissoner Wolch sad it is clear from the testimony that this paper street has a severe
impact on the church and the church has been a benfit to the community for a number of
years. Many of the arguments are persuasive. As Commissioner Johansen stated and the
traffic report indicates, there is not a big benefit to providing this connection. The Fire
Department has not indicated a problem with the absence of a street connection. It does
concern him athough that they are not involved. Some issues were brought up about the
practicality of the facility and the church has been there since 1955 without a connection.
Thismay be agood indication that 40 years from today we will till not have a connection.
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The applicant did a good job making his arguments and he found them persuasive.
However, he & concerned about the Planning Commission not following the Metro
Functional Plan or Article 6. There may aso be some possibility of compromise in making
some kind of pedestriarvbicycle connection only. This has been done in past cases but at
those times, the Functional Plan or Article 6 were not in effect. He will recommend denid
with the stipulation that if the vacation is approved, it must come from higher powers than
the Commission.

Commissioner Dunham said she noticed lack of connectivity immediately when she had
visted the park in the past. However, she sees the minimd traffic in that area as being a
factor and the levels of service at the intersections are excellent. There is no great benefit
to connecting the street. It has not been connected during dl these years. Although the
CUP is not under discusson at this time, she wonders whether a continuance of this
matter to review it in conjunction with the planned CUP has been contemplated.
Raterating Commissoner Wolch's comments, Metro, in addition to the Development
Code, provide direction for the Commission. She noted that on Page 2 of the Technica
and Advisory Notes, it statesthat if ablock were to exceed standards, then at a minimum,
a bicycle and pedestrian accessway would be required. She would be more in favor of
the bicycle/pedestrian access since there is no demonstrated need for the street. She
would support approva of the street vacation.

Chairman Maks said the church is a congtructive influence and an asset to the community.
He would like to see the church expand. It would have been easier to package the two
proposals together. He understands the purpose of the vacation to provide options for the
desgn and dleviate safety concerns, dthough limited, as expressed by Commissoner
Johansen. There may be other options within the Code to address the design options and
if packaged together, might provide the possibility to address those. No one ever wants a
sreet. The City has traffic problems because there are not enough streets. Because there
are not enough streets, people making loca trips use mgor collectors and arterids. That is
why the collectors and arterids are fully booked. Because of this, we have cut through
traffic. People get fed up with the crowded arterids and collectors so they drive through
resdentiad neighborhoods because there isalack of connectivity in this City. The only way
to address thisis to stick to the Comprehensive Plan and work towards connectivity. This
dreet in itsdf will not solve the problem and there is no Single answer but every street and
every route, whether it be pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicular, must share the load. This
application goes againgt our exiging sreet standard for block length. It may aso be in

conflict with Title 6 d the Metro Regiond Framework Plan. Staff did a good job of

identifying the issues, the trangportation objectives 6.2.d, 6.3.3, and 6.34. They dl
basicaly address connectivity, better traffic movement, and locating sireets so there are
no driveways on collectors. He believes in the process regardless of the outcome and he
cannot make a decison on a land use agpplication in front of him based on a future
application that might come before the Commisson. This is a church that, through the
kindness of the parishioners and the pastor, have provided a pedestrian access to the
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park. Although these issues may be addressed in a future gpplication, he cannot base this
land use decison on something that will be coming forward in the future. He support’s
daff’ s recommendation.

Commissioner Heckman referred to the finding on Page 9 of the staff report that states
that the proposed vacation of the public right-of-way is not in the public’'s best interest.
His comment to that statement is that the public is best served by actions favorable to all
residents with cost benefits being a crucia part of that service. In this case, the future cost
cannot be equated with the best interest of al the public. Looking at the Ste map, the
distance between Berthold and Allen is quite a distance but so is the distance between
Allen and 21%. This is not an anomay. This Stuation exists in many other places
throughout the City. This, in his opinion is a unique Stuation. If this were a direct
connection, merely separated by one lot or 100 feet, he would not have any problem. In
this case, the future connection may be very difficult to achieve. The transportation issues,
however, are very exacting. They are designed for the betterment of the City as awhole.
Thisis a 25-foot right-of-way. Thereisno way of knowing when this could come about if
it ever does. If it is 20 years awvay, Metro’'s Plan may be different by that time. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan may be changed by that time. A potentid street bisecting the church
and the playground would be asking for accidents. He was swayed by what the traffic
engineer stated on Page 5 of the traffic report with regard to street vacation and
connectivity, recognizing thet there has to be exceptions to dl rules. In this particular
ingance, he supports the gpplication for the street vacation.

Commissoner Voytilla said he agrees with many comments dready expressed. The
Commission has had the opportunity to understand a unique problem associated with this
request. The church has been and will continue to be a very good resource in the
community. The staff has identified specific rules that the Commisson must adhere to.
Looking a the map, there are most likely other precedents that there are other large
blocks in the vicinity. However this application involves an established resource, an
extended public street, a vacant parcel directly east of that street’ sterminus, and a partia
right-of-way that is dready dedicated within the church’'s property. This is a good
opportunity to not $mply deny the proposa but rather to look at some other options.
There is flexibility that can be utilized. He fdt that the church and its consultants could
work with staff to consider other options. If the gpplicant were to request a continuance,
he woud support it in order to consder the options. Otherwise, with the rules the
Commisson mugt adhere to from the City and from Metro, he finds he would have to
support staff recommendation.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED amotion
for approval of SV 980001 First Baptist Street Vacation based on the facts and findings
contained in the staff report dated June 9, 1999, and presented to the Commission tonight
with the specific finding that the proposed vacation of the public right-of-way isin the
public's best interest based on the testimony presented tonight.
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Discusson ensued on the wording of the motion in that the staff report recommended
denid and the motion is basing its recommendation of gpprova on the facts and findings
contained in the staff report. Mr. Naemura noted that this wording is contradictory.

A finding for gpprova would only be based on the testimony presented tonight. The
motion was withdrawn by the Seconder and the motion maker in order to formulate a
new maotion.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a motion
for approval of SV 980001 First Baptist Street Vacation based on the facts and findings
presented in the public testimony this evening with the specific finding that the proposed
vacdion isin the public’' s best interest.

Chairman Maks thanked the Commissioners for their attention to detail in this maiter. This
is atough issue and the reasoning behind his support of saff is that the City serves dl the
community, present and future. Commissioner Johansen said he agrees. The Commission

must look at the overall community need. The difference in this caseisthe fact thet thisisa
substantialy developed area. The benefits of the dreet, in this particular case, are not

worth the cost.

The question was called and the motion DIED due to a 3-3 TIE vote: Heckman, Dunham,
and Johansen voting AYE; Voytilla, Wolch, and Maks voting NAY .

Commissoner Wolch MOVED for denia of SV 980001 First Baptist Street Vacation
based on the facts and findings contained in the staff report dated June 9, 1999. The
proposed vacation is not in the public’s best interest. The motion DIED for lack of a
second.

Mr. Vail requested that this item be continued in order to be heard at the same time asthe
CUP to dlow the Commisson to review the dreet vacation coupled with the CUP
request in order to see how some of the issues raised tonight might be resolved. He
waived the 120-day rule for a period not to exceed 90 days.

Chairman Maks asked for a vote from the Commissioners on the request by the gpplicant
for a continuance. A vote of 5-1 resulted: Maks, Voytilla, Dunham, Heckman, and
Johansen voting AY E; Wolch voting NAY .

In order to avoid the need to renotice, Mr. Cooper suggested that the date of August 11
be established as the date for continuance.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a motion
to continue SV 980001 First Baptist Street Vacation until August 11, 1999, for the
purpose of consolidation of this application with a future land use goplication.
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Chairman Maks, at the advice of the City Attorney, requested that the Commissioners
withdraw the motion as stated and reword the motion to Smply continue the item. The
seconder and the motion maker withdrew the motion.

Commissioner Johansen MOVED and Commissioner Heckman SECONDED a motion
to continue SV 980001 First Baptist Street Vacation until August 11, 1999. The question
was cdled and the motion CARRIED unanimoudy.

RECESS. 9:08 p.m.
RECONVENE: 9:13 p.m.

WORK SESSION

ACCESS REPORT REQUIREMENTS
Discussion of draft traffic impact andysis report (Access Report) requirements.

Ms. Middleton and Mr. Wooley introduced the item and requested comments and
questions from the Commissioners,

Quedtions and Comments from Commissioner Dunham

Attachment A — Isthere adesre to include a provison for cumulative threshold numbers?
Do we want to do something Smilar to Hillshoro? Ms. Middleton said right now we have
the cumulative anadlysis that may be required per Attachment A. It is required in the
working draft in Attachment D that a cumulaive andyss be required. Commissoner
Dunham cited aress in the report where one location specifies that a cumulative anadlys's
may be required and in another location, t states shall be required. Ms. Middleton
responded that the working draft states may and in the working draft the word was
changed to shall to reflect the Commission's request to codify the language. Staff fet it
was gppropriate to require the accumulative andyss.

Has daff condgdered the incluson of a completeness checklis smilar to other
jurigdictions? Ms. Middleton said a checklis may be beneficid for a developer and
provide a quick review for daff to determine whether proper information has been
submitted. Right now we have basic requirements and she did not see the need for a
checklig at this time. It would not be difficult to develop one if the Commisson so
desred. Commissoner Dunham felt it might be helpful but this should be determined by
the staff involved in this process.

Attachment A — firgt paragraph — define non-single family development in single-family
resdential areas. Mr. Wooley explained that this would refer to commercid developments
having access on resdentid Sde dreets. There is dready Smilar language in the TSP
amendments that would trigger specia analysis requirements.
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Attachment A — Area to be considered in the Report — define primary. Mr. Wooley
responded that in most cases, it would be al points of access. Sometimes there isaminor
access for loading or fire access not open to the public. Commissoner Dunham
questioned whether the language should read “primary” or “dl”. She cited as an example
the new high school with accesses on 130" and 125" and whether or not using the word
“dl” would trigger a better sudy. Mr. Wooley agreed that a revison may be beneficia
dating that possibly defining “primary” would aso serve that purpose.

Attachment D — Page 5-B.1.b — Suggested that the definition of through trips be moved
to B to define through trips & the beginning of the section.

Attachment D — Page 4-4.b — questioned the inclusion of the words “if required” as to
what would warrant this to be done. Ms. Middleton said she would review this language
for apossble error.

Attachment D — Page 4-4.c — Last sentence — isthe use of the word “should” too loose?
Ms. Middleton said it can be changed to “shal”.

Attachment E — Commissioner Dunham felt that delaying gpplication completeness and
delaying the start of the 120-day clock would be a disadvantage. Mr. Naemura said this
would be a development that is going to happen. Time, vaue, and money exists on the
part of the proponent of the proposals. The City has some interest in seeing the parties get
to ahearing as efficiently as possible. He agrees that looking at it in another way, the delay
in gtarting the clock on an gpplication can be advantageous to the City because they have
maximum protection.

Define concurrency — Ms. Middleton said it is providing the improvements a the time of
development.

Quegtions and Comments from Commissoner Heckman

Attachment A —firg page - last paragraph — define frontage road. Mr. Wooley saiditisa
road that fronts the property or the abutting road. This language has been revised in the
proposed Code language.

Attachment A — Page 2 — Safety Condderaions — third paragraph — define
channdization. Mr. Wooley said this is usudly treffic idands or sriping to channd the
traffic to separate lanes.

Attachment B — Page 89 — Mitigation Measures - Who will ensure that needed
improvements are made? Ms. Middleton said prior to approva of applications, the
conditions must be met and this would include mitigation. Commissoner Heckman noted
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that this is an ongoing concern because there are many cases in which the conditions of
approva are not met.

Attachment D — Genera Provisons — No. 1 — why is it hecessary to include language
referring to ODOT and Washington County facilities. Ms. Middleton responded that
some of our facilities are County or ODOT maintained. We need to acknowledge that
within the process they are designed within the standards and requirements of those
agencies. Commissioner Heckman asked who has the control over the design in the case
of ODOT or Washington County fecilities. Mr. Wooley responded that the State and
County have find gpprova over the desgn of ther fadlities but in the event of
development, it is the City imposing the conditions. The State and County do not have the
authority to impose exaction or conditions on development.

Commissioner Heckman excused himsdf from the meeting e thistime.

Questions and Comments from Chairman Maks

Attachment B — Page 88 — Study Area — Likes the statement that “...the andlysis should
indude dl criticd segments...” If thisis not dready included in the document, he would
recommend that it be added.

He wants to see am. peak and p.m. peak hour traffic counts. Depending on the roadway,
am. peek hour traffic is sometimes greater than in the evening hours, citing examples of
Greenway/Hall and Walker/158". He would also like the 10% reduced to 5% or close to
aleve of service change. It is possible to have cumulative gpplications that are approved
that do not affect an intersection 10% but following development of the various
gpplications, the intersection fails.

Attachment D — Page 1 — No. 5 — Asked if a City Engineer or designee's decison to
waive the requirement for an Access Report can be appeded. Mr. Wooley responded
that there is no formal apped process. When the information is presented at a hearing, the
hearing body has the authority to ask for more information.

Attachment D — Page 2 — No. 1 —would like the 500 lowered to 400.

Page 3 —2.d — The last sentence refers to phases of developments that have building
permits issued and on the next page, it refers to cumulative andysis scenario from planned
or proposed developments. Wouldn't the City want approved proposas to be
consdered in the added traffic? Mr. Wooley said this is probably done in practice. The
argument againg would be that not everything that is goproved actualy gets built.
Chairman Maks said he would till prefer to base it on gpproved developments.

Quedtions and Comments from Commissioner Johansen
His feding is that the standards for requiring an Access Report should be as stringent as
any other jurisdictionsin the region. Thiswill be a benefit to the citizens. He would like the
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ability on an gpplication to know the level of service on any intersection in the vicinity of
the proposd. Can information from traffic sudies performed for other applications in the
vicinity be presented to the Commission and be relied upon for making a decison?
Chairman Maks sad this cannot be done. Traffic engineers do not dways agree. The
Commission cannot base their decison on information not presented by the gpplicant and
it is possible that the gpplicant might dispute the information if he had done his own study.
Mr. Naemura added that there would be a problem with regard to evidence and where it
is coming from and what is considered substantial, most recent, outdated, and what the
Commission has aright to consider.

He supports Chairman Maks comment with regard to am. and p.m. peak hour traffic.

He does not beieve that the TIF fees should be waived for safety issues on or near the
Site because it would take the money away from capacity improvements.

Attachment D — Page 1 — No. 5 — If impacts are known, the Access Report may be
walved. If there are intersections @erating at level of service F and an application is
received that would add traffic to the intersection, this clause would provide no basis on
which the Commisson can make a finding that additiond traffic imposes a burden on the
intersection. Mr. Wooley said this waiver has been used in the case of a rezone or
Comprehensve Plan Amendment where a Smple review can indicate that the impacts of
one zone is Smilar to another. In these cases, the impacts are readily analyzed and are not
subgtantid. Commissioner Johansen felt that the requirements should be more stringent in
the cases where it is known that there will be an increase in traffic generation. Mr. Wooley
suggested language be added to indicate that this would be done only in cases where it is
known thet the traffic volumes will not be subgtantialy increased.

Attachment D — Page 2 — He supports the reduction of 500 to 400 and possibly even
200. We should do more than we currently do and should be as stringent as any other
region.

Attachment D — Page 3.f — The ultimate configuration may not hagppen with a particular
development and questions why this was included. This would require the Commission to
grant gpprova on a future improvement that may not happen in conjunction with the
development. Commissoner Voytilla presented an example in Washington County where
a traffic sudy warranted a left turn lane. The improvements were completed within
available right-of-way. However, for the intersecting street, by doing that to the direction
opposite, it became gpparent after the fact that there was not enough vishility. If that
knowledge had been mapped out as a requirement, the problem could have been solved
al a once. Perhaps the wording should be more smilar to that for mitigation measures.
Mr. Wooley suggested that the language should reflect the requirement thet there be site
distance at the time the development is completed.
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Attachment D — Page 42.h — he would like to see better information regarding the
avalability of trandt service. He digtributed a handout that included information that would
help him better judge the adequacy of the service. It asked such questions as what line
serves the development, how close it is, what is the access, when the service runs, and
how frequent is the service.

He agrees with Chairman Maks with regard to 5% versus 10%.

Quedtions and Comments from Commissoner Voytilla

Attachment A — Page 1 — first paragraph — what about facilities that do not fal within
these guidelines, i.e. a church where the neighborhood isimpacted by weekend activities?
Under this language, they would not have to complete an Access Report. Mr. Wooley
responded that the City Engineer can require a report under other Stuations.
Commissioner Voytilla asked if the ITE Manua includes information in this respect. Mr.
Wooley sad the ITE Manuad typicaly covers weekday am. and p.m. peaks, Saturdays,
and sometimes Sunday. Commissioner Voytilla wondered if adding references from the
ITE Manua would add stability to current discretionary decisons.

Attachment A — Access Report Requirements — Asked dtaff to consider whether
mitigation of impacts would aso be an objective. Is there a digtinction between a
registered Traffic Engineer and aregistered Civil Engineer? Mr. Wooley replied that in the
State of Oregon, there is a separate regigtration for Traffic Engineer. Civil Engineers can

aso practice as a Traffic Engineer. Commissioner Voytilla expressed concern with an

engineer presenting informeation thet is not within his field of expertise. Mr. Wooley stated
that generdly you rely on the ethics of the person doing the work to only practice in their
discipline. If they do not, they can be disciplined by the Board. In the last sentence of that
section, it Sates “Traffic Engineer” and Commissoner Voytilla asked who thisis intended
to be. Mr. Wooley said it isthe City Traffic Engineer. It was darified that Attachment A is
the current procedure and Attachment D is the proposed document, if the procedure is
codified.

Would it be appropriate to have a definition section? Ms. Middleton said they have
added two definitions from the text to Section 90 as shown on Page 6. Commissoner
Voytillarequested that any unique language be added to the definitions.

Attachment D — Page 1-5A — Is this a pre-andys's conference to have the applicant’s
consultants discuss the proposad? Mr. Wooley said this is sometimes done over the
telephone. Commissioner Voytilla stressed the need for an applicant to know well in
advance what is expected of him.

Isthe Traffic Access Report actudly a Traffic Impact Report or a Circulation Impact and
should the terminology be changed to better reflect what is being done? Ms. Middleton
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sad it has been historicaly caled an Access Report. Mr. Wooley said they may want to
consder changing it because he has encountered misunderstanding of this term.

Attachment D — Page 3-2.c — If the data is more than 12 months old, will new data be
required? Mr. Wooley said based on the current level of activity, it would require new
data. In earlier years when there was not alarge amount of change, the older data would
have been adequate.

With regard to cumulative projects, he too would like it tied to approved projects rather
than those for which building permits have been issued. It should include those projects
approved within a 2-year time period.

Page 4 — 2-h —would like this information presented earlier in the document to make the
applicant aware that this information will need to be incorporated.

Page 4 — No. 4 — requested darification that these are minimums and the City may require
more. Ms. Middleton suggested adding language “shdl include but not be limited to”.

With regard to concurrency, there should be a method by which the cumulative impacts
are looked a perhaps with the threshold of the next level of a project. This prevents the
necessity of tearing out recent improvements to meet the requirements of a subsequent
development.

Chairman Maks suggested that the statement in Attachment B which reads “Tréffic is
broadly defined as circulation of people and goods...” on Page 87 be placed in the
purpose stlatement to set the tone that the City islooking at something other than cars.

Quedstions and Comments from Commissioner Wolch

With regard to the discussion of licensing, he would like to require that they have both a
Civil and Traffic Engineer license. He views civil as a base and traffic as a specidty. This
is not how it has been used in Oregon. The specidty in traffic is avallable but it is never
required for anything. People become licensed as Traffic Engineers and avoid the civil.
One can become licensed as a Traffic Engineer in Oregon and go to Washington and get
licensed by reserprosity. He would like the City to require both to maintain the quality of
the studies.

He did not find anything in the document to define minimum traffic impact andyss
requirements in public projects that go through a land use process. An example is
Farmington Road that had to go through Beaverton’s process because it entered the City
limits. Once that was known, Washington County began to act more as a developer and
became very concerned about costs, timelines, and construction season. The issues are
the same and should be treated the same. A road project is not more important to him
than acommercia development.
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He agrees with the 5% impact area. It would broaden the scope. He agrees with inclusion
of the am. pesk hours. The argument he has heard is that the p.m. peek is generdly
higher and this is generdly true but the digtribution is different and an intersection has to
function for both. Saturday am. traffic sometimes needs to be looked at for large
commercid developments. He would like the City to have more information available
with regard to trip distribution. When the Commission reviews a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, he feds it necessary to require a worse case scenario. Commentsin the ITE
Manud regarding requirements being different in different jurisdictions is true. He agreed
with other Commissioners that he would like to see the City standards equal or exceed
the rest of the region

He asked that consideration be given to requiring different types of reports depending on
the ADT, such as possibly only looking a Site access and not beyond that until the ADT
reached 400 which would include the impact area into the study area. This would tailor
the reports so that unnecessary information is not requested.

Attachment D — Page 5-B.1 was pleased to see language with regard to through trips on
a resdential sreet. Consultants have commented to him that nobody deds with the
neighborhood traffic management issues effectively in thar traffic impact sudies. Ms.
Middleton said these are currently in the TSP implementing amendments.

Page 6 — No. 6 — Requested clarification of the statement. Ms. Middleton said thiswas a
comment from a member of gaff who felt this was an gppropriate addition. It had to do
with making sure it was permitted in the zone. It was fdt that the mixing of land uses
would reduce some of thetrips.

Mr. Wooley said that through the Senate Bill 122 process in which we are trying to
establish service boundaries, there is now a draft intergovernmental agreement thet is
being reviewed. One of the itemsin the draft suggests that the citiesin Washington County
and the County work together and develop some uniform standards Countywide. There is
a good chance that this will be adopted but it will most likely take a couple years. This
pertains to traffic impact andys's sandards.

Commissoner Maks requested the Commissioners to indicate whether they prefer a
codified or guidance document. Commissioner Johansen, with hestation, supported a
guidance document. He is concerned because he fdt that in the past when a guidance
document was used, the City has not required enough. The guiddines become
discretionary based on the gtaff in place at the time. Chairman Maks dtated thet it is a
guiding document that has been adopted by the Commission with regard to traffic impact
sudies. Commissoner Voytilla said in order to put teeth into it, it should be codified.
Guidance or recommendations become “iffy”. Chairman Maks said codifying it caries
more weight. Currently in Code Review, they are trying to make the Code carry more
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weight. Commissioner Johansen recongdered based on the fact that flexibility is ill
possible in a codified document. Commissioner Wolch supported a codified document.
Guidance documents work when you have someone who wants to work with you but
there are others who want to do only the minimum. Commissoner Dunham asked if
including more “shals’ than “shoulds’ would achieve the same thing without codifying.
Chairman Maks asked if the Commission can deny a proposa based on a guidance
document. Mr. Naemura said no. It comes on a lack of information based on applicable
criteria. Digputes over gpplicable criteria are best worked out before the 120-day clock
garts running. The Commission was unanimous in request for a codified document.

ADJOURNMENT: 10:35 p.m.



